Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.
The more contentious debate is on the assessment side of the coin. Proclamations on the state of the world run the gamut of the Worldwatch InstituteÕs dire warnings about the economic system heading for self-destruction, 1 to assigning just a few percentage points to environmental costs in green GDP measures. 2 Is sustainable growth just a bad oxymoron, as claimed by Hermann Daly, a leading green economist, or is it a sine qua non for development, according to the United NationsÕ Agenda for Development? 3 A confusing array of indicators purporting to measure genuine progress, human development, sustainable development, genuine saving, or natural wealth have been advanced to define and support the different viewpoints.
Experimenting with different definitions and measures of sustainable development is not a bad idea. However, the zeal with which some of these indices are sold and an emerging polarization of corresponding analyses are more troublesome. Both policy makers and scientists have been drawn into an acrimonious debate about the ÔrightÕ approach to a paradigm which was globally embraced at the Rio Earth Summit in 1992.
A NEW DICHOTOMY: ECONOMIC VS. ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY
An emerging dichotomy in analysis and measurement can be sweepingly characterized as the environmentalist vs the economic worldview of the environment-economy interaction. To integrate environmental concerns and economic objectives environmentalists and economists 2 applied their respective tool-kits to the other field. They thus imposed their own tenets and values, resulting in distinctly different notions of the sustainability of growth and development.
Environmental economists seek to incorporate scarce environmental services of natural resource supply and waste absorption into their monetary value system. Their premise is that these services can be treated like a commodity for which individuals express their preferences via markets or, in the absence of markets, via surveys of their Ôwillingness to payÕ. A variety of valuation techniques have been applied to environmental assets, and their services and service losses. 4 The policy implications of costing environmental impacts are twofold. On the one hand, environmental ÔexternalitiesÕ, the usually neglected social costs of environmental damage, are to be ÔinternalizedÕ into the budgets of households and enterprises. Market-oriented instruments of establishing property rights over natural assets, pollution charges, fees for natural resource uses or tradable pollution permits are to convert the social costs into private ones. The purpose is to discourage further damage to the environment and to encourage the search for environmentally sound production and consumption patterns. On the other hand, macroeconomic analysis and policy should use environmentally adjusted aggregates, such as a green GDP or truly net (of natural capital consumption) investment, to steer the economy onto a sustainable growth path.
Environmentalists repudiate the notion of treating the environment as a commodity. They see the environment as an indivisible national or global heritage about which people hold personal beliefs and convictions, rather than preferences in terms of economic cost or benefit. Adjusting GDP in green accounts can be considered as Òcolonization of the environment by the economyÓ. 5 Since, according to this view, the value of the environment cannot be expressed in money, ÔphysicalÕ indicators of sustainable development, carrying capacity of particular territories, or flows of materials through the economy are advanced. Ecological economists have focused on the latter, i.e. Ômaterial throughputÕ. They hold the physical use of natural resources, rather than economic scarcity, responsible for most environmental problems; this view places them close to the environmentalist camp, albeit with a readiness to incorporate market solutions. 6 For instance, Compilations of an Environmentally-adjusted net Domestic Product (EDP) 11 do not indicate a reversal in trends of economic growth, conventionally measured by time series of GDP. Perhaps a more intuitive way of looking into the sustainability of economic performance is to measure a nationÕs ability to generate new capital after taking produced and natural capital consumption into account. Figure 1 shows net capital accumulation, accounting for the long-term loss of 6 natural resources and environmental degradation, in per cent of net domestic product (NDP).
Indonesia, Ghana and Mexico (as far as a one-year result can tell) exhibit non-sustainable patterns of disinvestment. The performance of all other countries seems to be sustainable, at least for the periods covered, and in terms of overall, produced and natural (non-produced) capital maintenance. As already mentioned, such overall capital maintenance represents weak sustainability which may hide complementarities in the use of environmental assets.
In contrast, a physical index of material intensity (IMEI) can be seen as a proxy for pressure Concluding that overall sustainability of economic performance can neither be confirmed nor rejected is certainly not as exciting as evoking or demolishing doomsday scenarios. It is, however, an honest first step towards overcoming the paranoia of mutual environmental-economic colonization, with a view to discrediting quick-fix data manipulations. The next step would be to join hands in developing consistent and statistically valid data systems for a comparable assessment of (non)sustainability. International work on environmental statistics, indicators and accounting by the United Nations, OECD and European Union are promising efforts of standardizing concepts and methods in these areas.
WHERE TO? FROM PARANOIA TO PARTNERSHIP
Environmental economists urge us to apply market instruments such as green taxes or subsidies to efficiently prod enterprises and households into environmentally sound behaviour. Such instruments use individual preferences and knowledge, expressed in actual or simulated markets, as the gauge of economic and environmental costs and benefits. Top-down intervention by remote bureaucracies is thus avoided. Environmentalists, on the other hand, believe that individual, self-concerned preferences are bad judges of environmental impacts of economic activity, especially if they refer to difficult-to-assess health effects and aesthetic, cultural, educational or ethical values; individual preferences have to be superseded by collective judgement and decision making.
How can we reconcile these seemingly contradictory strategies? The answer is to combine them. Two major obstacles lie in the path of reconciliation. One is the long-standing battle of economics to overcome its stigma of a ÔsoftÕ social discipline and to achieve the status of a positive (as opposed to normative) ÔscienceÕ. As SamuelsonÕs standard textbook proclaims, scientists. 15 An important step toward reconciliation is to make vision visible by explicitly relating the set of social and environmental goals and norms to economic (market) activity. This could be achieved by specifying a normative framework within which economic market activity could be played out. 16 to-graveÕ product policies. 18 For instance, the U.S. car industry has been offering to reduce emissions by up to 70% over the next few years. 19 However, voluntary efforts will not be able to fully replace more coercive Ôcommand-and-controlÕ measures 20 ; they will, however, change the climate of cooperation among share-and stakeholders -a prerequisite for the sustained implementation of sustainable development.
